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subject: Preliminary Discussion with Pentagon Experts on European Military 
Security f 

I understand a disouasion on this 1 topic will take place today and wanted to 
place the following comment at your disposal. Your own discussions in the State 
Department group may well already have taken the problem I describe here into 
account; if so, please toss this in the burn bag. 

Many of the doubts In Europe and in the United States about NATO military 
strategy for Europe and hence about the military necessities underlying our policy 
on the subject of European security seem to arise from confusion as to the actual 
irission of the NATO forces in Europe and particularly of their American components. 

Let me make myself more clear. The deterrent role of the NATO forces is, or 
so it is believed, rather well understood on all sides. This is equally true of 
the role of the forces in dealing with "incidents" and probing attacks.. The real 
uncertainty concerns the mission of the NATO forces in the event of all-out Soviet 
attack in Europe. Many people do not believe there is much chance of a genuine 
defense of Western Europe (I will define "genuine" more fully below) without the 
establishment of armed forces in Europe two or three times as large, at least in .J 
fire power, as the forces now considered to be the maximum which European and cn 
American opinion would bear. Since forces of this power will manifestly not be ~ 
established unless the situation with the USSR deteriorates severely and probably .** 
not even then, particularly since their cost would detract from the development «% 
of more effective deterrents, the question of defense against^ actual all-out «^_ 
attack if attack comes is likely to remain a disturbing one.HfWhat is more to the iv 
point in the current context is that efforts to adjust US policy on European ■ 
security for the purpose of possible negotiations with the USSR may also be frus- -^ 
trated unless the mission of the NATO forces and of the American component in th9 ^J 
event of aXUout attack is more clearly defined. Otherwise, you may find your Q 
military counterparts in the planned discussions saying quite justifiably when ^ 
asked about the possibility of such matters as troop withdrawal from Germany, 
"Our mission is not only to deter war, it is to help defend European territory 
if war occurs and we cannot do this effectively from the rear lines". In other 
words, though they are unlikely to have the capacity actually to defend Western 
Europe against all-out Soviet attack, this general mission appears to have been 
assigned the American and other NATO forces by the NATO political leaders without 
the necessary effort at further definition, which is a political rather than a 
military responsibility. We compound the difficulty if we then approach the 
military and ask them for some military leeway in Europe to make political adjust- 
ments with the expectation that they can give us a straightforward reply. 
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With this problem in mind, I have hurriedly (the subject obviously demands 
a great deal of work) drafted a few possible,, descriptions of the US military 
mission in Europe which might be helpful in the discussion. (I have omitted 
discussion of the political function of the presenoo of IIS forces in Europe 
whioh is highly important since its significance Is that of the American "presence" 
in Europe and Is far less dependent on number, organization, equipment or deploy- 
ment of the forces.) Perhaps these suggestions are superfluous and the problem 
described here will not arise immediately^ it is nevertheless a fundamental one 
and Is sure to play a role in your later deliberations. Needless to say, I 
realize perfectly well In writing this paper that I am not a military expert. 
However, the questions framed here and the definitions attempted, however inex- 
pertly, are not such that they will be presented to us spontaneously by the 
military in order that we may turn around and ask them for their opinion on the 
same subjects. ,, 

Given present and future development of strategic nuclear weapons, is 
it militarily justifiable to assume that the Soviet Union could be withheld 
by fear of strategic nuclear retaliation against the USSR from all-out 
attack against Europe designed to occupy most of Western Europe, and that 
Soviet military action in Europe, if it comes, would therefore be limited 
to be: (1) a probing action to test western resoluteness," (2) local action 
resulting from an unintended "incident" j (3) military action designed to 
maintain Soviet control over Eastern Germany, or, (k) at the most, a blitz 
attack on Western Germany (or Berlin), designed to take advantage of favor- 
able political or military conditions, and calculated to occupy the Federal 
Republic (or Berlin) rapidly and confront the Western powers with a fait 
accompli before it has been decided to retaliate against the USSR itself 
with nuclear weapons? 

If it is not possible to accept the above premises as a basis for 
Western military planning in Europe, under what military conditions will 
it be possible actually to defend the territory of Western Europe against 
all-out Soviet attack? I.e., what military strength would be required to 
hold Soviet attacking forces close to their starting point and then to 
push them back into Soviet occupied territory? Is it considered feasible 
to raise forces of this strength? Can forces of presently planned strength 
hold back all-out Soviet attack from establishing control over Europe 
without using defense tactics which would result in the complete destruc- 
tion of much of Western Europe through our own nuclear weapons? Will it 
actually be possible to hold Soviet forces back with presently available 
NATO forces if both sides use these weapons? 

If the answers to the above questions are also in the negative, then 
what should the true military function of the NATO forces (including 
American forces) in Europe in the event of actual mass Soviet attack be 
considered to be? Their deterrent function is clear and useful, but a 






combat function whioh oannot result In the actual defense of the 
territory concerned, at least not without destroying it, is not a 
properly defined function. Would it not help matters to redefine 
the combat mission of NATO forces in Europe?, Perhaps the following 
would serve as an example i 

. wi. . . • • • • • 

1. To act as a deterrent to all-out Soviet attack (primarily 
through manning long distance airoraft or ballistic missile retaliation 
devices and by guaranteeing through their presence that supplementary 
retaliatory power of this type would also be used)* 
t 

2* To promptly deal with inoidents or probing attaoks and this 
to prevent their growth into major war. 

3. In, the event of all-out Soviet attack i 

a) to operate long-range destructive devices* 

b) to prevent attacking S viet forces from overrunning NATO 
air and missile bases j 

o) to act to cut off the attacking Soviet forces from their 
advance bases (role of German forces and NATO A*R)j 

d) to prevent attacking Soviet forces from establishing 
political control over the attacked area (guerrilla and 
partisan warfare, with or without tactical nuclear weapons); 

e) to encourage, organize and supply partisan groups in the 
satellite areas j 

f ) to attempt to isolate the Soviet attacking forces in Europe 
and to bring about their surrender, depending on the poesi- 
billty of continued nuclear bombardment of the USSR itself 
rather than the defeat of its forces in the field to bring 
the war to a close. (T^e premise here is that we would not 
in any case have sufficient forces to defeat the Soviet 
armies in the field.) 

This example presupposes that long-range nuclear weapons will in 
faot be used against the territory of the USSR following all-out Soviet 
attack on Europe and that the USSR will respond with similar weapons against 
Europe, thus cutting off both Western and Soviet forces from their main 
sources of supply. A situation in which no Western nuclear counterattack 
had been made and Soviet supply lines remained intact would make a definition 
i of defense objectives on the above lines* even more necessary since the 
chances of defeating Soviet forces in the field even at the cost of de- 
stroying much of Europe with our own tactical nuclear weapons appear very 
slim* 






« , P ?x iB . dofinttion «* * general NATO strategy In the event of all-out 
K V : J * if* is ml i l J t » ril y acceptable, at leaat/one possibility, It will 
be noted that one of its prinolpal features is that it does not seem to re- 
quire the present depth of deployment of Imerican forces in Europe. It also 
°2 m m ^ a ? plle , d , t ,° a situation *•« which Germany was not formally a member 
of NATO but could be relied on to cooperate with us militarily in the event 
of Soviet attack. Though the Defense Department may be far more flexible on 
the subjeot of European security than it used to be beoause of the development 
of long-range nuclear weapons, 1 still feel that it may not be prepared to 
Give much ground unless other agencies are willing to take the responsibility 
of recommending something along the lines of ft redefinition of missions, 

whiah^^SV^ ° Ut + ? f ?'i a dJi ' rloult y ^ioh I do not explore here, but 
wliloh Bhould be inyoti 8 at<Bd as poeolbly more logioel and easier than the 
approach actually takw», io to approach the problem from the other direction 
and to attempt to define the mission of the NATO forces, and particularly 
of forces in Europe « not under conditions as they now exist, but in the 
event there were actually agreement on Qerman reunification. 
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